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The pelvis is preserved only in CNHM UR 857 and in this
specimen can be studied only in dorsal and internal aspects. Thus a
considerable amount of detail is missing. The principal features that
can be determined are shown in figures 11A and 15F. There are
some points of some special interest. First, as shown in figure 15F,
it has a strong buttress which passes ventrally from the level of the
ilium and forms the thick central part of the symphysis. This is a
feature common to other captorhinids and strongly emphasized in
later forms, such as Rothia (part I, this report). The pubic plate
shows a slight anterior flare, a more or less incipient development
of the strongly forward-facing pubic plate in Rothia. The ilium is
slender and projected posteriorly in a long caudal process. This is a
condition rather distinct from that in Labidosaurus, but reminiscent
of that in Caprorbinus. Finally, the pelvis as a whole is light, narrow,
and small in relation to the size of the animal as a whole.

The femur in figures 15D and 15E has been drawn from that of
USNM 21275. It is poorly ossified and suggests that the individual
was immature. A poorly preserved but more mature femur is present
in CNHM UR 857 (fig. 15a), and from this the dashed lines
showing the outline of the more mature bone have been added. The
tibia and fibula show no special features except that neither is fully
ossified. They are typically captorhinid.

The structure of the hind foot (fig. 15C), is based upon CNHM
UR 857, shown as preserved in the enlarged sketch (fig. 15A), and
upon USNM 21275. The astragalus is shown as being composed
of three parts, corresponding to the immature astragalus of Captor-
hinus described by Peabody (1951). In the preserved foot of CNHM
UR 857, the “intermedium” portion of the astragalus is detached
and rotated somewhat out of position. The “proximal centrale”

Figure 14. Shoulder girdle and forelimb of Captorbinikos chozaensis Olson

A. Forefoot as preserved in CNHM UR 858.
B. Reconstruction of forefoot based largely upon specimen shown in A.
z C. Interclavicle, clavicle, coracoids, and scapula in ventral aspect. Based largely
g upon CNHM UR 857 and USNM 21275.
= D. Humerus in ventral aspect, based on CNHM UR 857 and 858.
ACOR — anterior coracoid PI — pisiform
CD — distal centrale R — radius
= CL — clavicle RLE — radiale
I — intermedium SCA — scapula
B ICL — interclavicle U—ulna
3 PCOR — posterior coracoid ULE — ulnare

1-5 — distals of carpus and tarsus
1-V — phalanges of front and hind feet
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portion is only partially fused to the “tibiale” portion. The condi-
tion in USNM 21275 is shown in figure 158, in which it may be
seen that the “proximal centrale” portion is joined by an open
suture and the “tibiale” and “intermedium” portions are more firmly
fixed. The foot, on this basis as well as other morphological fea-
tures, shows a strong resemblance to that of Caprorbinus and, so far
as is known, is typical of the hind foot pattern common to the family
Captorhinidae.
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Figure 15. Pelvis and hind limb of Captorhinikos chozaensis Olson

Left hind limb as preserved in CNHM UR 857, enlarged to show detail.

Calcaneum and “astragalus” of USNM 21275 showing separate ‘“‘centrale”
and position of fracture along plane of weakness between what appears to
be “intermedium” and “tibiale.”

Reconstruction of hind foot from conditions shown in A and B.
Right femur of USNM 21275, anterior aspect.

Same as D, but in ventral aspect with dashed lines indicating shape in more
mature femur, from CNHM UR 857.

Right side of pelvis viewed internally.
CD, — second distal of amphibian (as Trematops)
CD, — third distal of amphibian

CP — proximal centrale MT — metatarsal
F — fibula T — tibia
FLE —- fibulare TLE — tibiale

1-5 — distals of carpus and tarsus
1I-V — phalanges of front and hind feet




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

New materials confirm Vaughn’s (1958) determination that
the medium-sized captorhinid from the Hennessey Formation is
Captorhinikos and that the species is most probably C. chozaensis
Olson. Caprorbinikos is known from the Vale Formation from a
primitive species C. valensis Olson and from the Choza Formation
of Texas, but has not been found in older rocks. The Hennessey
species is comparable in level of advancement to C. chozaensis, to
which it has tentatively been referred, and, as Vaughn (1958) has
indicated, suggests that the part of the Hennessey Formation from
which it comes, near Norman, Oklahoma, is an approximate age
equivalent of the Choza.

The morphology of Caprorhinikos chozaensis Olson, as described
herein, is based largely on the Hennessey specimens. Its resemblances
to that of other captorhinids confirms Vaughn’s observation con-
cerning the conservative nature of the skeletal features of members
of this family. Except for size, which is by no means a safe criterion,
the dentitions provide the principal means of separating genera.
Details of dentition characteristic of the genus differ from those of
Labidosaurikos to which Captorbinikos shows the closest resem-
blances. Principal differences are the numbers of rows of teeth,
arrangement of the rows relative to each other, and the mode of
transition from multiple rows to a single row, particularly in the
lower dentition. The only evident differences in the skulls and jaws
of the four best known genera, Captorhinus, Labidosaurus, Labido-
saurikos, and Captorbinikos, if size is disregarded, are the relative
lengths of the snouts and of the retroarticular processes. Both snouts
and retroarticular processes tend to be relatively long in Captor-
hinikos and Labidosaurikos and both modifications from the more
primitive pattern may be related to changes in dentition.

The postcranial morphology of Captorhinikos is basically similar
to that known in Labidosaurus and Captorbinus. There are minor
differences in the shapes of elements, for example in the heights of
vertebral spines and in the length of the posterior process of the
ilium, but proportional differences appear to be more important
than those of form. The forelimbs, hind limbs, and girdles are
proportionately small and lightly constructed compared with those
of specimens of Labidosaurus of comparable size. This is a reflection
of a trend in the evolution of the family, carried to a considerably
greater degree in Rothia and Kabneria of the San Angelo and the
Flowerpot Formations.
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